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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . Claims 31-63 are presented for examination; claims 31 , 43, and 54 independent. 
The Office acknowledges the preliminary amendment canceling claims 1-30. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

2. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming iS ie subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

3. Claims 40, 47, and 57 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as 
being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter 
which applicant regards as the invention. 

4. Referring to exemplary claim 40, the claim recites a "404 error" which is indefinite 
in the scope of the claim as to what this error particularly means. For examination 
purposes it will be construed as a server response, page unavailable error which is 
defined in HTTP as an error code 404. Correction is required. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

5. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351 (a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 
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Claims 31, 39, 40, 42-44, 47, 54, 55, 57 and 63 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by Holzer et al. (US 2002/0059396) (hereinafter 
Holzer). 

6. Referring to claim 31 , Holzer discloses a system for handling page request 
errors, comprising: 

an error processing server 14 (Figure 1); 

a client component 13 that runs on a client computing device (p. 2, U 18), in 
association with a client browser (i.e. the Office construes the term "associated" to be 
broadly construed as running in tandem or in a cooperating fashion) (Figure 1); 

wherein the client computer is responsive to the detection of the unavailability of 
a target web page (i.e. a request being faulty) (Figure 2, ref. 2), by sending a request to 
the error processing server (i.e. database 14), and the error processing server uses the 
address to select an alternate object to be displayed by the browser program in place of 
the requested web page (i.e. the error server access a database 14 which determines 
the alternative data to be transferred back to the client) such that a priority is given to a 
first object over a second alternative object (i.e. the scanner sends to the error server 
any information to the error, including a URL, which retrieves information which 
correlates to the request) (p. 2, U 21-29); 

whereby the system enables an alternative object that is associated with the 
requested web page to be presented to a user when the requested web page is 
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unavailable (i.e. "the user will receive alternate proposals instead of cryptic error 
messages") (p. 2, If 29). 

7. Referring to claim 39, Holzer discloses the error server generates at least some 
of the alternate objects (the Office construes the term "generating" as "not having to 
request the object from another source, such as the ad banner stored at the database 
14) (Figure 1). 

8. Referring to claim 40, Holzer discloses detecting a 404 error (i.e. a fault answer 
to a request from a client) (p. 2, U 22-23). 

9. Referring to claim 42, Holzer discloses the client component is a browser plug-in 
(i.e. a component which interacts with a browser program) (p. 2, 1f 18). 

10. Claims 43, 44, 47, 54, 55, 57, and 63 are rejected for similar reasons as stated 
above. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

11. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 
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Claims 33, 46, and 56 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Holzer. 

12. Referring to claim 33, Holzer discloses the invention substantively as described 
in claim 31 . Holzer does not explicitly state that the browser displays the sources of the 
alternate objects, however Holzer does disclose that the error server can utilize an 
additional-information server which can be a common search engine of the Internet flj 
23) which is well known for displaying the URL's of the pages it pulls up in response to a 
query (i.e. Yahoo, etc.). By this rationale, "Official Notice" is taken that both the 
concepts and advantages of identifying the sources of the alternate objects is well 
known and expected in the art. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art to modify the system of Holzer since Holzer discloses that further techniques 
dealing with error response can be introduced without departing from the scope of the 
invention (p. 2, 28). This would provide sufficient motivation to one of ordinary skill in 
the art to modify the system in order to provide a more enhance system with a more 
efficient method of selecting alternative objects for a user. 

1 3. Claims 46 and 56 are rejected for similar reasons as stated above. 
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Claims 32, 34-37, 41, 45, 49, 50, 52, 53, 58, 60, and 61 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Holzer in view of Messerly (USPN 
5,941,944). 

14. Referring to claim 32, Holzer discloses the invention substantively as described 
in claim 31 . Holzer does not specifically disclose checking a plurality of alternative 
sources to identify an alternative object, each source corresponding to a different type 
of object. In analogous art, Messerly discloses another page error handling system 
which discloses analyzing alternate objects (i.e. data objects) to determine whether they 
are sufficiently identical to the requested object, corresponding to differing types of 
objects (i.e. web pages, audio, or visual data) (col. 4, lines 15-25, 35-40). It would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to combine the teaching of Holzer with 
Messerly since Holzer discloses that the database determines the alternate objects, 
however does not disclose the actual algorithms used (only a "search") (p. 2, U 28). 
This would provide sufficient motivation to search the art to determine alternative 
objects to be sent to a browser, eventually finding Messerly and its method of sending a 
similar document when another is unavailable (e.g. abstract). 

15. Referring to claim 34, Holzer discloses the invention substantively as described 
in claim 31 . Holzer does not specifically disclose the use of a URL to URL table to 
associate documents with one another. In analogous art, Masserly discloses another 
page error handling system which has a URL to URL table to associate documents with 
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one another (i.e. each catalog entry includes a list of identical web page 
documents... the document identifier for the identicals may be stored within the 
list... other property information including the URL is stored in the list) (col. 6, lines 34- 
45). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to combine the teaching of Holzer with 
Messerly sinc3 Holzer discloses that the database determines the alternate objects, 
however does not disclose the actual algorithms used (only a "search") (p. 2, H 28). 
This would provide sufficient motivation to search the art to determine alternative 
objects to be sent to a browser, eventually finding Messerly and its method of sending a 
similar document when another is unavailable (e.g. abstract). 

16. Referring to claims 35 and 36, the URL's in the catalog for the identicals provides 
URL's which are substitute and related URLs, since any substitute URL is inherently a 
related URL because it is related directly to the identical URL (col. 6, lines 34-45). 

17. Referring to claim 37, Holzer-Messerly discloses the invention substantively as 
described in claim 34. Holzer-Messerly do not specifically disclose analyzing the 
clickstream to generate URL-URL mappings, however this feature is well known to 
analyze a clickstream to find related information (i.e. Alexa, Gator, etc. analyzes URL 
requests, and determines which pages to send back as related information). It would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to modify the system of Holzer- 
Messerly to include clickstream analysis to provide an efficient method to generate the 
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mappings found in Messerly to, rather than find an identical document, find a document 
which more closely relates to the information. 

18. Referring to claim 41 , Holzer discloses the invention substantively as described 
in claim 31 , however does not disclose detecting a timeout error. In analogous art, 
Masserly disclosese another system which discloses that if a page will not be available 
in a timely fashion (i.e. it times out), then substitute an alternative page (e.g. abstract). 
It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to combine the teaching of 
Holzer with Messerly since Holzer discloses that the database determines the alternate 
objects, however does not disclose the actual algorithms used (only a "search") (p. 2, If 
28). This would provide sufficient motivation to search the art to determine alternative 
objects to be sent to a browser, eventually finding Messerly and its method of sending a 
similar document when another is unavailable (e.g. abstract). 

19. Referring to claim 45, Holzer in view of Masserly disclose the invention 
substantively as described in the claims above. Holzer-Masserly do not specifically 
disclose that if a primary alternate object is unavailable, then sending a secondary 
object, however one of ordinary skill in the art would find it obvious to duplicate attempts 
for multiple effects. See St. Regis Paper Co. v. Bemis Co., 193 USPQ 8 (7th Cir. 1977). 
By this rationale, one of ordinary skill in the art would find it obvious to, when the 
alternate object is retrieved by the browser, and it is unavailable, the invention would 
send an error request to the error server. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
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skill in the art to modify the teachings of Holzer in view of Masserly in order to provide a 
redundant system, which will provide an efficient method of backup. 

20. Claims 49, 50, 52, 53, 58, 60, and 61 are rejected for similar reasons as stated 
above. 

Claims 38 and 51 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Holzer in view of Risley et al. (USPN 6,332,158) (hereinafter Risley). 

21 . Referring to claim 38, Holzer discloses the invention substantively as described 
in claim 31 . Holzer does not specifically disclose analyzing the clickstream of a user to 
determine if a user has misspelled the address. In analogous art, Risley discloses 
another page error handling system which analyzes the users address by using 
previous domain name requests (i.e. past statistics on website accessing by the present 
user and past users) (e.g. abstract). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill 
in the art to combine the teaching of Risley with Holzer to provide faster overall DNS 
performance, distribution of useful information, and promotion of commerce as 
supported by Risley (col. 4, lines 60-67). 



22. Claim 51 is rejected for similar reasons as stated above. 
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Claims 48, 59, 62 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Holzer in view of Huntington et al. (USPN 7,162,698) (hereinafter Huntington). 

23. Referring to claim 48, Holzer discloses the invention substantively as described 
in claim 43. Holzer does not specifically disclose that the alternate object is a cached 
version of the document. In analogous art, Huntington discloses another page 
unavailability system which when, if a page is unavailable, a request to a cache server 
is sent to determine if a cached version is available (Figure 24; col. 38, lines 8-20). It 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to combine the teaching of 
Huntington with Holzer in order to provide a way to ensure at least a possibly out-of- 
date page to the user when the updated page is unavailable, thereby reducing the 
likelihood of page errors for the user. 

24. Claims 59, and 62 are rejected for similar reasons as stated above. 

Conclusion 

25. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Joseph E. Avellino whose telephone number is (571) 
272-3905. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday 7:00-4:00. 



Application/Control Number: 10/634,633 



Page 1 1 



Art Unit: 2143 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, David A. Wiley can be reached on (571) 272-3923. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Sen/ice Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 




Joseph'E. Avellino, Examiner 
February 6, 2007 



